
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/603,059 



23474 



06/24/2003 



Karl-Heinz Fuchs 



7590 



11/01/2005 



FLYNN THIEL BOUTELL & TANIS, P.C. 
2026 RAMBLING ROAD 
KALAMAZOO, MI 49008-1631 



Ruff C- 10 



8661 



. EXAMINER 



LUK, EMMANUEL S 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1722 



DATE MAILED: 11/01/2005 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/603,059 


Applicant(s) 

FUCHS 


txarniner 

Emmanuel S. Luk 


Art Unit 

1722 





The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover shoot with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 12-14 have invoked means plus function pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth 
paragraph. Where means plus function language is used to define the characteristics of 
a machine or manufacture invention, claim limitations must be interpreted to read on 
only the structures or materials disclosed in the specification and "equivalents thereof." 
(Two en banc decisions of the Federal Circuit have made clear that the Office is to 
interpret means plus function language according to 35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth paragraph. In 
the first, In re Donaldson, 16 F.3d 1189, 1193, 29 USPQ2d 1845, 1848 (Fed. Cir. 1994), 
the court held: 

The plain and unambiguous meaning of paragraph six is that one construing 
means-plus-function language in a claim must look to the specification and interpret that 
language in light of the corresponding structure, material, or acts described therein, and 
equivalents thereof, to the extent that the specification provides such disclosure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishida (6372170). 

Nishida teaches a injection molding device that produces injection molded parts 
having an assembly platform (30) and the parts (Yf) can be removed for a plugging in 
process with other injection molded parts (Y) (Fig. 14, 15). The assembly platform is 
moved via slide-type guide (32). 

Nishida fails to teach the device producing a metering pump. 

However, this is an intended use of an apparatus. It is obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Nishida with the mold to create parts for a metering pump from 
injection molding. 

5. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nishida 
(6372170) as applied to claims 10-15 above, and further in view of Boucherie 
(6379139). 

Nishida fails to teach the platform can be rotated about a central axis of rotation. 

Boucherie teaches an injection molding apparatus having "a circular rotary disk 
by means of which mold inserts can be moved between the groups of mold cavities" 
(Col. 1, lines 24-25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Nishida 
with the circular rotary disk as taught by Boucherie because it allows for a more 
compact arrangement of the groups of mold cavities (Col. 1 , lines 30-31 ). 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Hujik (3915608), Hehl (3982110), Keller (5211798), and Rollins 
(2003/0107156). 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Emmanuel S. Luk whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 134. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8 to 5 and 
alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Davis can be reached on (571) 272-1 129. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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